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REMARKS 

Claims 28-38 are pending in the present application. Independent claims 28, 37 and 38 
are the focus of this request. As is explained below, Appellant respectfully submits the current 
rejections are improper and should be withdrawn. 

Claims 28, 30-32 and 36-38 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over alleged Applicant's Admitted Prior Art (APA) in view of Bressler (US Patent 6,584,190). 
Claims 33-35 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over alleged 
Applicant's Admitted Prior Art (APA) in view of Bressler (US Patent 6,584,190) and Baratz et 
al. (US Patent 5,742,596). 

The Applicant's initial arguments traversing the present rejections may be found in the 
Response dated May 17, 2007. As was acknowledged in the Final Office Action, the APA does 
not disclose that the processing device configures second signaling information according to a 
standard signaling protocol for circuit-switched telecommunication that is processed under a 
second protocol stack and that the second signaling information is transmitted through the 
interface with the assistance of data packets of a packet-switched communication network (see 
Final OA, page 7, first full paragraph). 

At the outset, Applicant respectfully notes that the Office Action, after citing the 
Background section of the application, states that "[a]pplicant does admit as prior art that there 
are certain services in the circuit-switched network that cannot be supported by H.225 signaling 
(p. 4, lines 7-9), and then proceeds to use this as an apparent reason why one having ordinary 
skill and creativity in the art would combine the Background with Bressler (Final OA, page 8, 
lines 8-15). Applicant submits that such reasoning in formulating the obviousness rejection is 
improper. 

For one the sentence cited above from the Final Office Action does not provide the 
proper context of the statement. Specifically, the Background describes CENTREX groups 
within a network, and some of the features provided in CENTREX (page 3, line 10 - page 4, line 
3). The Background continues (page 4, lines 3-9), stating that, 
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However, with the prior art, it is possible to use the CENTREX 
service and other services known on voice connections, such as 
three-way conferencing, call forwarding, call transfer, subscriber 
cut-in, recorded announcement services and private call number 
schedule only in a line-switchinfi communication network . 
According to the H.323/H.450 Standard, these services are not 
supported for voice connection using the packet-switching 
communications network, or not to the same extent (emphasis 
added). 

Thus, if anything, this passage merely describes the inability of services such as 
CENTREX to support voice connections over a packet-switched communication network. 
Furthermore, the Office Action is apparently using the Applicant 's own disclosure as a reason to 
combine Bressler. Applicant respectfully submits that such a combination is improper - the 
deficiencies as identified by the Applicant cannot simultaneously be used by the Office as a 
reason to make a combination with other prior art. The teaching or suggestion to make the 
claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of success must both be found in the prior 
art, and not based on Appellant's disclosure. In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. 
Cir. 1991) (MPEP 2142). 

As argued in Applicant's previous Response (page 6, first full paragraph), Bressler does 
not address terminal devices, but addresses network node communication, which is based on a 
different telecommunication standard (ANSI Tl . 1 1 1 ; SS7). The Final Office Action notes (page 
3, lines 8-14) that Bressler discloses that other standards or protocols for exchanging telephony 
control signaling may be used (col. 2, lines 6-15, 62-64). The Final Office Action also states that 
the aforementioned disclosure "suggests that Bressler's system could be used with various types 
of protocols and, by extension, various types of devices" (page 3, last 3 lines of paragraph 2). 
However, the Office Action fails to disclose in any way how Bressler could be modified given 
the disclosure in Bressler and the knowledge in the art. Applicant respectfully submits that the 
mere mention that "other protocols may be used" does not give the Office license to combine any 
teaching that is outside the scope of the cited reference. 

Bressler generally states that the disclosure related to signaling is not limited to SS7 
protocols per se, but the term "link" that is disclosed consistently throughout Bressler only 
discloses links that are a product of SS7 signaling (see col. 3, lines 51-67). Bressler provides 
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additional examples of links (S7Links, IPLinks - see col. 13, line 50), however, it would be 
understood by one having ordinary skill in the art that such links are byproducts of SS7 as well. 
Furthermore, Bressler only addresses the message transfer part (MTP) protocol layer of the 
protocol stack, which deals with communication between nodes or between PSTN exchanges 
(col. 1, lines 25-28; col. 6, lines 21-37). There is no teaching or suggestion in Bressler that 
would make the MTP protocol applicable for interfacing a terminal device to a communication 
network. 

The Office Action is also inconsistent in the fact that reliance on the APA in the Office 
Action would define terminals as terminating devices (page 2, last paragraph), and yet the Office 
Action attempts to combine signaling directed to nodes/exchanges, as disclosed in Bressler. 
Furthermore, The SS7 arrangement of Bressler (col. 6, lines 21-37) and the "encapsulation" of 
SS7 messages into UDP/TCP packets (col. 4, lines 57-67) makes clear that the signaling used for 
inter-node communication is done under the same stack (IPLink - see col. 10, lines 45-56). 

Appellant maintains that there is no apparent reason why one skilled in the art would 
combine the elements described in the Background with Bressler. As discussed above, the 
function and structure of the encapsulated MTP/SS7 signaling is different from the presently 
claimed features and the protocol is inapplicable for terminal devices connecting to a network. 
The Office Action does not provide any evidence that the combination would yield predictable 
results, nor that one having ordinary skill in the art would recognize any benefit from utilizing 
Bressler in combination with the Background features. 

Regarding claims 33-35, Baratz fails to solve the deficiencies of the documents described 
above. As argued previously, Baratz discloses a terminal representing a conventional PC 
utilizing a Novell network protocol (col. 5, lines 39-42), where a PC is equipped with a 
telephone client module TCM (174), and bits of signaling information, which are fashioned 
according to a PBX telecommunications standard, are transmitted in packets to the telephone 
(col. 4, lines 35-48). The PC receives the packets in a customary manner and processes these 
according to the standard Novell protocol, and the signaling contained in the packets is removed 
and forwarded to the TCM 174 (col 5, lines 31-53; col 9, lines 42-67). In order to process the 
signaling, the TCM 174 has only one protocol stack which is exclusively reserved for processing 
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the PBX protocol (col. 1, lines 65-67: "[i]t is an object of the present invention to provide an 
improved network based PBX system that integrates voice and data traffic within a single 
network infrastructure"). 

Furthermore, there is no apparent reason why one skilled in the art would combine Bartz 
with the elements described in the Background and Bressler - Bartz teaches that the Novell/PBX 
protocol is the only telecommunications protocol that is supported by the PC, and an additional 
packet-oriented telecommunications protocol is not supported within the teaching of Baratz. 
This clearly teaches away from the APA and Bressler. For at least these reasons, Applicant 
submits the rejections under 35 U.S.C. §103 are improper and should be withdrawn 

For at least these reasons, Applicant respectfully submits the rejections are improper and 
should be reversed. In light of the above, Applicant respectfully submit that claims 28-38 are 
allowable. Applicants respectfully submit that the patent application is in condition for 
allowance and request a Notice of Allowance be issued. The Commissioner is authorized to 
charge and credit Deposit Account No. 02-1818 for any additional fees associated with the 
submission of this Response. Please reference docket number 1 12740-209. 



Respectfully submitted, 
BELL, BOYD & LLOYD LLC 
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Peter TLwxds v 
Reg. No. 48,196 
Customer No.: 29177 
Phone: (312) 807-4208 
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